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Abstract 
This paper focuses on entrepreneurship issues, specifically entrepreneurial intention in Romania, country that according to 
ulate the propensity towards entrepreneurship. We believe that because 
the entrepreneur is very sensitive to its environment, he is affected by the institutional and cultural context of his country. The 
analysis was undertaken upon a specific group: 3rd year Management students of the Faculty of Economics and Business 
Administration, Timisoara. The results show that this group, through its socio-demographic profile and level of education, 
presents a different entrepreneurship profile than the one registered at a national level. 
Keywords: entrepreneurship propensity, national culture, students, Romania; 
1. Introduction 
Public policy and those of the EU support the development of entrepreneurship, a stimulating factor for economic 
growth and innovation. Entrepreneurs are individuals who seek opportunities and drive innovation which, in turn, is 
an important development factor of the economy. Entrepreneurship is also seen as a process through which new 
knowledge is transformed into products and services. Creator of jobs, entrepreneurship is considered a significant 
factor in the development of human capital (Zahra and Dess, 2001). 
The starting point of this paper is the idea that the entrepreneur is very sensitive to its environment, and therefore 
is affected by the institutional and cultural context of his country. While it is recognized that the entrepreneur must 
possess certain innate characteristics, at the same time he is the product of his economic, institutional and cultural 
environment. Even if it can be said that individuals with entrepreneurial characteristics are found in all 
societies/cultures, some individual features are more stimulated by certain local cultural characteristics.  
Existing studies indicate that nationa and 
beliefs, and through them the entrepreneurial potential. Based on the theoretical framework proposed by Hofstede 
(1980), the literature indicates that some cultural variables, like a high level of individualism, low uncertainty 
avoidance (and less, low hierarchical distance and masculinity) may be associated with high propensity towards 
entrepreneurship. However, these cultural values are specific to developed occidental cultures.  
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In this paper we will focus our attention on Romania, a country which according to Hofstede's model, has not a 
similar cultural profile to that of Western countries: Romania is a collectivist country with a high uncertainty 
avoidance level, with a high hierarchical distance and medium masculinity. These values are obviously nationwide 
averages but we believe that this national cultural profile can be explained by certain average socio-demographic 
characteristics (age, urban/rural life environment, education level, etc.).  
However, in this paper we will focus on a specific group which presents different socio-demographic 
characteristics than those recorded nationally. It involves 3rd year students who study the "Management" specialty at 
the Faculty of Economics and Business Administration (FEAA) of Timisoara. Considering the socio-demographic 
nationa
motivations, perceptions and needs stand out compared to the group considered at a national level. 
We believe that the propensity towards entrepreneurship is influenced (1) by a series of variables related to 
human factor: motivational variables and cognitive variables, and (2) by a series of variables from the institutional 
environment (culture and education).  
In this context, the purpose of this study is to identify whether the studied group, which presents socio-
demographic characteristics different than the national average, also has a specific profile, different from the 
national average in terms of propensity towards entrepreneurship. Therefore, this paper examines (1) the motivations 
that can push students to start off their own business, (2) their views on barriers (personal and institutional) that may 
prevent or slow their entrepreneurial approach and (3) students' expectations regarding the FEAA (specific courses, 
consultancy, business games, etc.) in order to propose solutions for improving the teaching plan of economics and 
management faculties in the field of entrepreneurship education. 
The paper is organized as follows: in the next section we will present the conceptual model and the hypothesis, 
  
2. Research framework. Hypotheses and conceptual model 
The literature on entrepreneurship is relatively abundant and concentrated on several aspects: study of the 
opportunities that are transformed into ideas, motivations of individuals to become entrepreneurs, characteristics of 
the environment favorable or not for entrepreneurship. In this paper we are interested in the last mentioned research 
direction.  
When talking about the environment, favorable or not to entrepreneurship, we will refer especially to the cultural 
environment because it turned out that variations of the entrepreneurial phenomenon between countries and regions 
can be explained not only by economic factors but also through the cultural and institutional factors (Freytag and 
Thurik, 2010). Culture is defined as a software of the mind, as a collective mental programming (Hofstede, 1980), as 
a set of values and norms that shape individuals perceptions about world and life. This programming is exerted 
through a lifelong learning process that starts in childhood. Based on this process, subsequent developments of the 
individual will be strongly linked to socio-cultural values (Pailot, 2003). 
From this perspective, in the last years, studies focused on the role of culture in entrepreneurship have become 
more frequent. Using as framework Geert Hofstede's cultural model (1980), the research used the four cultural value 
dimensions, individualism / collectivism (IND/COLL), power distance (PD), uncertainty avoidance (UA) and 
masculinity / femininity (MASC/FEM) for identifying national cultural influences on the entrepreneurial process. 
Studies such as those of Shane (1992, 1993), Morris et al. (1994), Shane and Venkataraman (1996), Davidsson 
and Wiklund (1997), Makino and Neupert (2000), Mueller and Thomas (2000), Steensma et al. (2000), Thomas and 
Mueller (2000), Hayton et al. (2002), Gupta et al. (2004), Licht and Siegel (2006) have found that national cultural 
dimensions have significant influence on entrepreneurship. Based on these results, we can conclude that the culture 
 and beliefs thereby propensity to 
entrepreneurship. Also, we could shape a cultural entrepreneurial profile, based on high individualism (IND) and 
low uncertainty avoidance (UA) (Licht and Siegel, 2006). 
At the same time, we can identify variations of the entrepreneurial phenomenon within the same culture, on a 
regional basis. It is obvious that the culture cannot be homogeneous within the nation, showing more or less 
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significant differences at regional level. These cultural differences may also influence entrepreneurial propensity. As 
Hayton, George and Zahra (2002) state, some studies attain to mixed results regarding the role of cultural variables 
in entrepreneurship because of the regional distinction, which affects the results. 
In Romania, socio-demographic characteristics explain cultural parameters obtained by Hofstede's study. 
Therefore, according to the latest socio-demographic statistics (Romanian Statistic Yearbook, 2010), Romania's 
population has the following characteristics: just slightly over half of the population (55,1%) lives in urban 
environment and mostly fits in the age group of 40 - 45 years. As for education, only 15,44% of the employed 
population includes people with higher education, given that the employment level of the population represents 43% 
of the total.  We can consider that the average education level and the large segment of the population from the rural 
environment may explain, at least in part, the high addiction to collectivism and large hierarchical distance at 
national level. Also, the major age category includes individuals who were born and were raised for 20 years under 
communism, a political system characterized by very high values of collectivism and hierarchical distance as well as 
inability of assuming risk. 
In this socio  demographic context, the investigated group has a unique profile: young people aged between 18 
and 22 years with a high education level, mostly from the urban environment, living and studying in the Western 
Region which in relation to the whole country is an economic developed region (GDP/inhabitant is 6.150 EURO, 
110% of the national average). The university studies that they follow are in the field of business (business 
management), their curriculum including some modules that could guide them towards a possible career in 
entrepreneurship (Foundations of Management, SME Management, Business Management). 
Therefore, we can say that because of age, household and the fact that they want to have higher business 
education, this group distinguishes itself by motivations, perceptions and needs from the group considered at 
national level. 
H1: The specific profile of the analyzed population presents spreads from the national cultural profile. 
We can note that at a national level, Romania has high collectivism, which is characteristic for less developed 
countries, former communist, associated with high levels of uncertainty avoidance. Based on the literature presented 
above, these two characteristics are not an incentive for the entrepreneurial activity. But it is allowed to believe that, 
at the level of our target group, these two variables deviate from the national average values, being the case of young 
people born and raised after 1989, in a less collectivist environment, we might even say individualistic, educated to 
handle alone in order to develop individually. The fact that they have chosen to follow university studies confirms 
this; they are young people who want to cope with life on their own abilities, qualities. Also, through the received 
education, their level of uncertainty avoidance can be reduced: access to more information provides the basis for 
assuming greater risk. Based on these statements, we can give the second hypothesis: 
H2: UA and IND indexes are stronger within the analyzed population. 
Culture is a programming of the mind, determined by a learning process achieved through several factors: 
education, religion, language, historical evolution, political system, etc., being therefore significantly influenced by 
the national institutional architecture type and development. However, according to Hayton et al, 2002, culture is a 
moderating variable of the relationship between institutional factors and entrepreneurial propensity. Based on the 
analyses for Romania (EBRD and WB 2008-2009 study "Business Environment and Enterprise Performance Survey 
- BEEPS), we can say that the Romanian institutional context does not create a favorable frame to stimulate 
entrepreneurial propensity. The public and the business environment from Romania is seen more repulsive than 
stimulating: volatile fiscal framework, bureaucracy in starting a business or in property management, lack of good 
governance practices, corruption at the interference of public space with the private one, lack of confidence in the 
working mechanisms of  a state of law (White Book, Foreign Investors Council, 2010). All these institutional 
characteristics are not likely to encourage entrepreneurial propensity. 
In these conditions we can give the third hypothesis: 
 
 As education level, the structure of the employed population comprises 15.44% people with higher education, 59.67% with 
secondary education (college, vocational schools, and foremen schools) and 24.87% with a low educational level (maximum 8 
classes). 
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H3: Within the analyzed population, institutional obstacles have a strong repulsive character. 
Also it is permissible to say that entrepreneurial spirit is a variable that is built and in its construction process, 
education has an important role. Empirical studies underline the positive impact of education on the process of 
entrepreneurship and on the propensity of entrepreneurship (Carayannis et al., 2003, Fayol et al., 2006, Von 
Graevenitz et al., 2010, Oosterbeek, 2010). Entrepreneurial education may develop independence and initiative, help 
understand the diversity of the entrepreneurial phenomenon, allow students to realize projects in companies on their 
own. 
As far as the analyzed group presents characteristics of individualism above the average, and as well as 
consisting of young people who have chosen to be students at a business specialization, we can consider that this 
group wants to get an appropriate entrepreneurial education. 
H4: The analyzed population develops the need for adapted entrepreneurial education. 
3. Methodology and results 
3.1. Research methodology 
Hypothesis testing and validation was performed using quantitative methods of gathering information, a 
questionnaire-  
The questionnaire was developed with the intention to offer the possibility of appreciating motivations and 
barriers in starting a business, as perceived by the subjects.  
The questionnaire contains a set of 30 items, grouped on one hand according to three themes characteristic of the 
entrepreneurial process - "Entrepreneurial motivations", "Obstacles in starting a business ", "Entrepreneurial training 
- "Masculinity / 
Femininity", "Uncertainty Avoidance", "Individualism/Collectivism", "Power distance". 
The questionnaire also includes a section for the collection of socio-cultural information considered relevant for 
testing the established hypotheses: age, gender, labor market situation, household (urban / rural), and the existence 
of entrepreneurial tradition in the family (parents, brothers, relatives) or in social circles (friends). For each item a 
five step scale was attributed, from not at all important (1) to very important (5).  
The process of information collection was performed during the first semester of the 2010/2011 academic year by 
distributing questionnaires to a number of 200 students in their 3rd year of Business Management study, the closest 
specialization to the profile of a student with entrepreneurial skills. 
3.2. Data analysis and interpretation 
The information collected was processed using SPSS 17. Of the 200 questionnaires distributed, 115 were 
validated. The table below illustrates the sample characteristics according to the socio-cultural variables. 
 
Table 1. Sample characteristics (N=115) 
 
Socio-cultural valuables Frequency Percent 
Age group < 20  35 30,4% > 21 80 69,6% 
Gender Male 61 53% Female 54 47% 
Household Urban 97 84,3% Rural 18 15,7% 
Employed Yes 30 26,1% No 85 73,9% 
Existence of entrepreneurial tradition in the family 
(parents, brothers) 
Yes 39 33,9% 
No 76 66,1% 
Existence of entrepreneurial tradition in the family Yes 73 63,5% 
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(relatives) No 42 36,5% 
Existence of entrepreneurial tradition in social circles 
(friends) 
Yes 82 71,3% 
No 33 28,7% 
motivations (table 2). 
model. The obtained responses are homogeneous, the percentages recorded by each of the motivations are 
reasonably high. 
Table 2. Motivations analysis (percent) 
 
Entrepreneurial 
MOTIVATIONS 
Hofstede 
Index 
Degree of importance 
(percent, N=115) 
Not at all 
important 
Slightly 
important 
Moderately 
important Important 
Very 
important 
1 Higher income MAS 0,90% 2,60% 7% 45,20% 44,30% 
2 To become famous MAS 6,00% 22,60% 27% 32,20% 12,20% 
3 Redeem my own ideas IND/PD 0,90% 0,90% 11,30% 44,30% 42,60% 
4 To test myself in order to become better IND/MAS 0,90% 0,90% 13% 50,40% 34,80% 
5 To have a flexible schedule IND/PD 2,60% 9,60% 20,90% 39,10% 27,80% 
6 To have decision power IND/PD 0,90% 2,60% 20,90% 44,30% 31,30% 
7 To avoid unemployment High UA 6,00% 7% 12,20% 26,10% 48,70% 
8 I like to take risks Low UA 4,30% 10,50% 35,70% 39,10% 10,40% 
9 aware of IND/MAS 0 2,60% 13% 61,70% 22,60% 
10 To repeat success models that I admire COLL 7% 16,50% 28,70% 36,50% 11,30% 
Note: the gray boxes indicate the maximum percentage obtained for each dimension. 
 
Individualism/Collectivism: the high importance of the following items  
(61,70%), to test myself in order to become better (50,40%), to have decision power (44,30%), to redeem my own 
ideas (44,30%) and to have a flexible schedule (39,10%) indicates, in the case of the studied population, a high level 
of individualism. The only item which defines collectivism, to repeat success models that I admire, registered a 
significantly lower percentage than the other items.  
Considering that this dimension greatly influences the entrepreneurial profile, we considered necessary a further 
analysis, taking into account the significant socio-cultural variables of the population investigated. Thus, if 
considering labor market status (employed or not), loose changes compared to the group as whole can be observed: 
 - For the students already employed the first three items 
order to become better, to have decision power register higher percentages. In particular the desire to valorize the 
to valorize their potential at a rate of 58,8%. We believe that their access at the labor market makes them more 
conscious of their qualities. 
- Also, students who are already employees express a lower desire to have power of decision (only 33% see it as 
an important incentive, this item is located, in their case, on the last position in the ranking). As for those 
unemployed, this variable is located on the 3rd position, being important and very important for 80% of them. We 
believe that employment status has affected to some extent their desire for "power", by integrating them into a 
hierarchical structure. 
- For student employees, to test myself in order to become better is a more important motivation compared to that 
of the entire group and of the unemployed, which makes us believe that for this part of the group, the employment 
status is a "heating" stage, through which they get used to the business environment, their talents and which helps 
them to further test their entrepreneurial skills.  
Masculinity/Femininity: two of the items grouped for this dimension were also representative for the IND/COLL 
dimension (harnessing the potential and self and personal improvement). Except these, most respondents considered 
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the defining items of this dimension - harnessing their potential (61,70%), self and personal improvement (50,40%), 
higher income (45,20%),  achieving notoriety (32,20%) as important, thus indicating a high degree of masculinity of 
the studied sample. 
Power distance: the items that define this dimension - to redeem my own ideas (44,30%), to have decision power 
(44,30%), to have a flexible schedule (39,10%) ar
refuse hierarchic inequities that are characteristic for the Romanian culture and their wish to be their own boss.  
Uncertainty Avoidance: responses for the category "Motivations" do not allow formulating clear conclusions, 
since 48,70% are motivated by a desire to avoid unemployment (high UA) while 39,10% are motivated by the desire 
to take risks (low UA). From this point of view, in order to characterize the relative sample to the Uncertainty 
Avoidance dimension, responses should be correlated with representative socio-cultural variables within the group.  
So, when taking into account the labor market status (employed or not) the results change: 
- Employed students show a higher level of UA, to the extent that for 86.6% of them to avoid unemployment is an 
important and very important motivation. Moreover, for 63.3% this item is the most important for them (according 
to the 5th column of the table above). Their employment during their studies confirms the high UA level. The results 
lead us to believe that these students temporarily fill a position below their expectations and competences that they 
will want to change after graduating. Thus, their fear of unemployment could be related to the graduation moment. 
- Meanwhile, employed student are less willing to take risks (only 20% consider it an important variable), while 
unemployed students show a high willingness to take risks, higher even than that of the whole group (45.9% vs. 
39.1%). 
Even if considering these variables gives us additional information useful in understanding the received 
responses, the relatively high proportion of those who want to avoid unemployment cannot be ignored. But we 
believe that the answer obtained is explained in the current global financial and economic crisis context that affected 
the unemployment rate in Romania in recent years. It is possible for the response to this variable to change 
significantly in a context of economic stability. 
For further clarification of the obtained answers for the UA dimension, an analysis of the obstacles is required 
(table 3). 
Table 3. Obstacles analysis (percent) 
 
OBSTACLES in starting a business Hofstede Index 
Degree of importance 
(percent, N=115) 
Not at all 
important 
Slightly 
important 
Moderately 
important Important 
Very 
important 
11 
management diploma  
COLL 9,50% 15,70% 29,60% 31,30% 13,90% 
12 
knowledge  
High UA / 
COLL 0,90% 12,20% 24,30% 44,30% 18,30% 
13  High UA / 
COLL 9,60% 15,70% 17,40% 38,30% 19,00% 
14  High UA 
/COLL 13% 25,20% 24,30% 31,30% 6,20% 
15  High UA 0,90% 4,30% 12,20% 31,30% 51,30% 
16 family support COLL 20% 23,50% 20% 20% 16,50% 
17 The economic/political environment 
is not favorable  
Institutional 
variable 1,80% 2,60% 21,70% 51,30% 22,60% 
18 Legislation is unfavorable Institutional 
variable 2,60% 9,60% 24,30% 42,60% 20,90% 
19 The bureaucracy is too high for 
business  
Institutional 
variable 1,70% 13% 26,10% 39,10% 20% 
20  High UA 10,40% 32,20% 20% 25,20% 12,20% 
21  High UA 19,10% 26,10% 27,80% 20,90% 6,10% 
22 Institutional 2,60% 15,60% 29,60% 28,70% 23,50% 
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OBSTACLES in starting a business Hofstede Index 
Degree of importance 
(percent, N=115) 
Not at all 
important 
Slightly 
important 
Moderately 
important Important 
Very 
important 
can succeed in business with an 
ethical behavior  
variable 
23  UA 36,50% 26,10% 19,10% 13,90% 4,40% 
24 
help me  
COLL 13,80% 17,40% 29,60% 32,20% 7% 
Note: the gray boxes indicate the maximum percentage obtained for each dimension. 
 
The analysis of the obstacles mentioned by the students indicates that they express, in a large proportion, a high 
level of Uncertainty Avoidance. Thus, surveyed students complain that they have no money (51,30%), no 
entrepreneurship knowledge (44,30%), as well as no business ideas (38,30%). These variables explain the high level 
of UA, as students seem to be blocked by these barriers, incapable to assume the risk of overtaking them. At the 
same time, in the list of obstacles two items that best express the UA dimension arise: I do not like risk and I'm 
afraid of failure. Note that these two variables are not among the most important for the population investigated, 
which would indicate, indirectly, a relatively low UA. 
Some of the obstacles studied can also define the Individualism/Collectivism dimension. The responses obtained 
rather indicate a trend toward collectivism (students lack of people which could help them 32,20%%, lack of a 
partner, 31,30%%, lack of family support, 23,50%). When compared with the scores recorded by the same items of 
the UA dimension, the collectivist nature of these obstacles received scores significantly lower. On the other hand, 
even if the obstacles indicate a trend toward collectivism, the motivational items discussed above reflected a high 
degree of individualism. We can say that, in relation to personal or institutional barriers, students seem rather 
collectivist, while being characterized by individualism when it comes to entrepreneurship. 
Returning to the Uncertainty avoidance dimension, it can be seen that lack of capital, fear of failure, risk 
aversion and lack of time features have varying degrees of importance to respondents, making it difficult to fit the 
group into one of the two extremes of the dimension. Thus, lack of capital is perceived as the most important barrier 
(51,30%), risk aversion is associated with an average importance (27,80%), fear of failure is slightly important 
(32,20%) and lack of time has no importance for the respondents (36,50%). Again, discrepancies occur in the setting 
of an UA index for the analyzed group, both in terms of motivations and barriers. 
To better understand the responses obtained, we took into account once again a few additional socio-
demographic characteristics of the group studied. First, we tried to see if knowledge of entrepreneurs (family or 
circle of friends) changes the obstacles perception of the studied group. However, the associated results did not offer 
more acutely the lack of a partner and see the lack of family support as well as the lack of ideas as more important 
obstacles than the group that has friends/relatives involved in entrepreneurship. This subgroup therefore manifests a 
higher degree of uncertainty avoidance, but also a pronounced tendency towards collectivism. 
The reported inconsistencies validate from this point of view the H1 hypothesis, the analyzed group showing 
distinct characteristics in terms of motivations, perceptions and needs in regard to national characteristics. 
As for H2, this hypothesis is only partially confirmed: the studied group shows characteristics of high 
individualism but not of low uncertainty avoidance. 
In terms of institutional obstacles, they refer to the economic and institutional context. The obtained responses 
reflect high percentages concerning the institutional obstacles. As such, the unfavorable economic/political 
environment is the most repulsive variable to 51,30% of the surveyed students. Meanwhile, unfavorable legislation 
is seen as an obstacle to 42,60% of the respondents, while 39,10% believe that bureaucracy is too high for business, 
and 29,60% do not believe that in Romania, in business, one can succeed with ethical behavior. These results reflect 
the perception that Romania has an institutional context that does not allow a "healthy" entrepreneurial skills 
development, validating the H3 hypothesis. 
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In this case, a more thorough analysis can be conducted, including the socio-demographic variable the existence 
or lack of entrepreneurs within the family or friends. The new results show pronounced differences: for those who 
those who know other entrepreneurs closely. You could say that, paradoxic
institutional environment is worse than reality. In the same group we believe that students who know entrepreneurs 
rs 
know its real weakness, as they have learned during their studies and are therefore more objectives. 
In the context of the issues discussed above, the research also aims to identify the entrepreneurial educational 
needs of the group on developing entrepreneurial skills. Table 4 below lists the results of the requirements analysis. 
 
Table 4. Requirements analysis (percent) 
 
Entrepreneurial training 
REQUIREMENTS 
Degree of importance 
(percent, N=115) 
Not at all 
important 
Slightly 
important 
Moderately 
important Important 
Very 
important 
Contacts with the business environment 
(open days) 0,90% 0,90% 10,40% 40,80% 47% 
Intensive entrepreneurship courses 0 5,30% 22,60% 50,40% 21,70% 
Consultancy from teachers 2,60% 2,60% 20% 46,10% 28,70% 
Presenting success models during the 
courses 1,70% 8,70% 17,40% 44,30% 27,90% 
Business plan courses 0 3,40% 20,90% 43,50% 32,20% 
Business simulation games 3,50% 7,80% 20% 39,10% 29,60% 
Although all of the items that characterize the students' needs were considered important to a large extent, most 
respondents (47%) consider contact with the business environment very important to entrepreneurial development, 
followed in order of importance by providing intensive entrepreneurial training (50,40%), consultancy from 
teachers (46,10%), presenting success models during the courses (44,30%), courses on business plan (43,50%) and 
business simulation games (39,10%). 
Note the high importance associated to entrepreneurship courses. Undergraduate students have in their 
curriculum in the 6th semester this course, but the studied population was investigated during the 5th semester. 
Responses thus obtained reveal the need for specific courses of entrepreneurship, need that is satisfied by the 
their skills and abilities obtained during their years in the faculty. From this point of view, we consider that the 
answers obtained through this questionnaire show where and how to improve the educational offer. Greater 
-confidence, direct contact with the 
business environment (bringing specialists in training) and also availability for students by providing advice are 
some lines for future action. 
 the H4 
hypothesis. 
4. Conclusions and discussions 
As stated in the beginning, we based our research on the idea that the entrepreneur is very sensitive to its 
environment being therefore affected by the institutional and cultural context of his country. 
Throughout our study we demonstrated that the analyzed group is indeed influenced in its entrepreneurship 
approach by both cultural and institutional variables, but we could also note that we're at a loose but significant 
paradigm shift, a cultural shift, at least for a specific socio-professional category: orientation towards individualism. 
Although overall national culture does not stimulate entrepreneurship, we can estimate that in time an increase in 
entrepreneurial potential, at least in the case of the investigated population will arise. Valorizing this emerging 
231 Laura Brancu et al. /  Procedia - Social and Behavioral Sciences  62 ( 2012 )  223 – 231 
potential can only be realized through improving institutional conditions, but also by changes in the entrepreneurial 
education. 
The paper underlined an important aspect: Changing culture can be done through education! 
single entity, without taking into account the gender as a variable. As such, a further research topic will concentrate 
on studying the impact of gender upon entrepreneurship decision and also the way in which this particular variable 
influences motivations, obstacles and educational needs. 
Also, the studied group can be extended by including postgraduate students who are more attuned to the business 
environment and entrepreneurship education and whose entrepreneurial educational needs might help reorganize the 
current educational offer.       
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